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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

The proposed project involves the creation of a Wetlands Mitigation Area for the purpose of mitigating
impacts to wetlands resulting from the Hillside Meadows project, located 0.25 miles north of the
project site. Hillside Meadows proposed the construction of 142 residential lots, 2 industrial lots, a
public park, a 20-foot-wide trail easement, and related infrastructure within the approximately 37-acre
property located in the central part of San Diego County, California. The County of San Diego
(County) certified the Hillside Meadows EIR (SCH#) and approved the Hillside Meadows Tentative
Map (TM5203RPL) in 2001. The Hillside Meadows MMRP requires mitigation for impacts to wetland
areas that would occur due to development of the Hillside Meadows site. The proposed project is off-
site wetland mitigation for Hillside Meadows. To mitigate for wetlands associated with Hillside
Meadows, a Conceptual Resource Management Plan has been prepared for the proposed project. A
Conceptual Resource Management Plan is required for projects in the County when a planned project
proposes open space preservation that would significantly benefit from active management and/or
monitoring of biological and/or cultural resources.

The project site would be restored to provide approximately 3 acres of habitat types, including
approximately 2.3 acres of southern willow scrub/mulefat scrub, freshwater marsh, and wet
meadow and 0.7 acres of upland buffer composed of coastal sage scrub that are required by the
County of San Diego for mitigation and would also satisfy the permitting mitigation requirements
of the wetland permitting agencies (i.e., California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board).

Immediately north of the proposed Wetlands Mitigation Area is undeveloped property that has been
proposed for a future subdivision that will include residential and recreational uses, known as
“Parkside.” At the current time, the City of Santee (City) has not yet received a complete application
for the Parkside project. Once a complete application has been submitted, and the elements of the
Parkside project are known, the City will require environmental analysis under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to identify and mitigate potential effects on the environment.
Operation of the proposed Parkside project, and Wetlands Mitigation project have independent
utility, meaning that either or both projects may proceed without the other, and are not
interdependent. Each project is responsible for mitigating its own impacts.

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance

The Initial Study has been prepared by the City of Santee to address the potential environmental
effects associated with the planning, construction, implementation, and operation of the proposed
project. This Initial Study uses the CEQA Appendix G, Environmental Checklist (2020) as the
significance criteria to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project. As Lead Agency
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under CEQA, and based on the finding contained in the attached Initial Study, the City has
determined that the project would not have a significant effect upon the environment with
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.

The City also finds that the Initial Study reflects the City’s independent judgment.

The location and custodian of the documents and any other materials which constitute the record
of proceedings upon which the City bases its determination to adopt this Mitigated Negative
Declaration are as follows:

City of Santee, Department of Development Services
10601 Magnolia Avenue

Santee, California

Custodian: Mr. Doug Thomson

1.3 List of Discretionary Actions
Grading Permit (City of Santee, Municipal Code Section 11.40.160)
1.4 Public Review Process

In compliance with CEQA, a 30-day public and agency review period is provided for the Initial
Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration.
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 Project Purpose and Need

This Initial Study has been prepared to identify potential environmental impacts in the City of Santee,
California, from implementation of the proposed Wetlands Restoration project for Hillside
Meadows. The purpose of the proposed project is to serve as wetlands mitigation for the off-site
Hillside Meadows project, which was approved by the County of San Diego in 2004. Establishment
of this mitigation area would meet the requirements of the County of San Diego for impacts to
biological resources by the Hillside Meadows project.

2.2 Project Location

The proposed project is located within the City of Santee and consists of approximately 3 acres.
The project site is located south of western terminus of Mast Boulevard, adjacent to the Lakeside
Baseball Fields on Marathon Parkway.

2.3 Environmental Setting

The project site is vacant and undeveloped. Surrounding land uses include recreational baseball
fields and an industrial building to the east, the San Diego River to the south, and vacant land to
the west and north. The vacant land to the north is the project site for the proposed Hillside
Meadows residential development. See Figure 1, Vicinity Map.

2.4 Project Characteristics

The proposed project involves the creation of a wetlands mitigation area on approximately 3-acres.
Other components of the Wetlands Mitigation Area project include drainage improvements to
convey stormwater runoff from Hillside Meadows, located approximately 0.25 miles north of the
project area, to the newly created Wetlands Mitigation Area (proposed project). The conveyance
system would include a concrete-lined channel approximately 775 lineal feet (1.67 acres)
delivering runoff to an inlet structure directing runoff into a new, 12-inch pipe that is aligned
through existing dirt roads to avoid sensitive habitat for a distance of 300 lineal feet (see Figure 2,
Proposed Site Plan). The pipe would outlet into the Wetlands Mitigation Area. It is noted that the
project has been designed to avoid impacts to sensitive areas.

Construction activities are estimated to take 3 months, and would include a mix of equipment such
as dozers, scrappers, excavators, and tractors. Approximately 53 construction-worker trips per day
are anticipated. Once grading and site work are complete, the site would be landscaped with
appropriate vegetation in accordance with the Conceptual Resource Management Plan.

10751

D U D E I( 3 September 2020



Hillside Meadows Wetlands Mitigation Area Project

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10751

D U D E I( 4 September 2020






Hillside Meadows Wetlands Mitigation Area Project

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10751

D U D E I( 6 September 2020






Hillside Meadows Wetlands Mitigation Area Project

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10751

D U D E I( 8 September 2020



Hillside Meadows Wetlands Mitigation Area Project

3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

1. Project title: Hillside Meadows Wetlands Mitigation Area Project

2. Lead agency name and addres£ity of Santee
10601 Magnolia Avenue
Santee, California 92071

3. Contact person and phone numberRandy Lang / 858.268.3210

4. Project location: Mast Boulevard, between Los Ranchito Road and Marathon Parkway
(APN 379-030-31)

5. Project sponsor 0 kakesida imvestmanhCdmpangldPr e s s :
9370 Sky Park Court, Ste. 230
San Diego, California 92123

6. General Plan DesignationExisting: Light Industrial (IL) & Park/Open Space (P/QS)

7. Zoning: Existing: Light Industrial (LI) & Park/Open Space (P/OS)

8. Description of project. (Describe the whole action invived, including but not limited
to later phases of the project, and any secondary, supp, or off-site features
necessary for its implementation):

The Hillside Meadows Wetlands Mitigation project involves the creation of a wetlands mitigation
area on approximately 3-acres in the City of Santee (City). The project site is located south of
western terminus of Mast Boulevard. The project site is vacant and undeveloped. Surrounding land
uses include recreational baseball fields and an industrial building to the east, the San Diego River
to the south, and vacant land to the west and north. The vacant land to the north is the project site
for the proposed Hillside Meadows residential development. See Figure 1, Vicinity Map.

The proposed project would involve minor grading and installation of drainage improvements to
convey stormwater runoff from the Hillside Meadows project, located approximately 0.25 miles
north of the project area, to a newly created wetlands mitigation area. The conveyance system
would include a concrete-lined channel approximately 775 lineal feet (1.67 acres) delivering runoff
to an inlet structure directing runoff into a new 12-inch pipe that is aligned through existing dirt
roads to avoid sensitive habitat for a distance of approximately 300 lineal feet. The pipe would
outlet into the mitigation area. The proposed project includes a Revegetation Plan (Dudek 2019)
that would guide the program to establish wetlands and monitoring requirements to ensure
achievement of certain success criteria.
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9.

10. Other public agencies whose gmoval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or

11.

Surrounding | and uses and setting (Briefly

North: Residential single-family homes, vacant land

South: Vacant land, San Diego River, State Route 67

East: Vacant land, Lakeside Baseball Park, Light Industrial development
West: Vacant land, residential single-family homes

participation agreement):

No other public agency approvals are required of the proposed project. As noted above, the
proposed project implements a wetlands restoration project for impacts associated with the
Hillside Meadows project, to the north of the project site in the County of San Diego. The
Hillside Meadows project was conditioned to secure permits from the County of San Diego,
as well as a Waste Discharge Report from RWQCB and a Streambed Alteration Agreement
from CDFW. These permits have been obtained.

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the

project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21080.3.1? If so,is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the
determination of significant impacts to tribal resources, procedures regarding

confidentiality, etc.?

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and
address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for
delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section
21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the
California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office
of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(¢c)
contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

1. ldentify recipients

a. If the City keeps its own AB 52 Consultation list, they only need to identify these
Tribal entities.

b. Ifthe City hasn’t compiled a list, the best thing for them to do is send notification letters
to the tribes listed on the NAHC list. If they have not contacted NAHC yet, they need
to send a map of the project area plus one mile buffer to the NAHC and request a
Consultation list.
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2. Write a notification letter which:
a. Describes the project
b. Shows the location (include map)
c. Invites the tribe to consult

d. Let them know that, under AB 52, they have 30 days of receipt of the notice to
request consultation

3. Mail the notification letters. We recommend certified mail with signature receipts.

4. Conduct consultation with all responding parties.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

[

O 0O X O KX KX

Aesthetics
Biological Resources

Geology and Soils

Hydrology and Water
Quiality
Noise

Recreation

Utilities and Service
Systems

DUDEK

O O 0O o0dfdX O

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Land Use and
Planning

Population and
Housing

Transportation

Wildfire

12

[
[

[
[
X
[

Air Quality

Energy

Hazards and Hazardou:
Materials

Mineral Resources

Public Services

Tribal Cultural
Resources

Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[ ] 1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

X | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. AMITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

[ ]1 find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[] 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

[] 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

Signature Date

Printed Name For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially
Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below,
may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
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refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. Thisisonly a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however,
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to
a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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3.1 Aesthetics
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigaton Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
I. AESTHETIGEEXcept as provided in Public Resources Code SectiaruRi €89 project
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scen ] ] X ]
b) Substantially damage scenic resources in
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings| ] ] ] X

historic buildinggthin a state scenic highweg

¢) In norurbanized areasbstantially degrade tl
existing visual character or qualitipliaf views
ofthe site and its surroundi(f@sBlic views ars
those that are experienced from publicly aq
vantage point). If the project is in aizemrban [ [ X [
area, would the project conflict with applica
zoning and other regulations governing sce
quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light ol
which would adsely affect day nighttime ] ] ] X
views in the area?

a) Would the project have a substantial aerse effect on a scenic vista?

A scenic vista is a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape.
Although the proposed project is located adjacent to the San Diego River, there are no
scenic vistas of the project site as it is low lying, and sight lines are obstructed by trees and
vegetation to the south, surrounding development to the north and east, and steep
topography to the west. No areas of steep slopes are impacted by the proposed project;
rather, the proposed project would be developed on the low lying, flatter portion of the site,
and steeper topographical areas to the west would remain Open Space.

The project site would be visually consistent with the natural landscape surrounding the
project site. The proposed project would provide a transition to the San Diego River to the
south through the implementation of a wetlands mitigation area. No vertical structures are
proposed. The proposed project would have a lessthan-significant impact to scenic vistas.

b) Would the projectsubstantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcropings, and historic buildingsvithin a state scenic highway?

There are no state scenic highways within the viewshed of the project site. The nearest state
scenic highway is State Route (SR-) 52, which is designated scenic from post mile 9.5 near
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Santo Road to post mile 13.0 near Mast Boulevard, approximately 3.25 miles west-
southwest from the project site.

SR-67 is a County Scenic Highway and is located approximately 0.25 miles south of the
proposed project. Intervening vegetation and commercial buildings along North Woodside
Drive obstruct views of the project site from SR-67. In addition, the project site does not
include any scenic resources, including trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings.
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on state scenic highways.

C) In non-urbanized areassubstantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views ofthe site and its surroundingsqPublic views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). I€ throject is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality?

As defined in CEQA Section 21071 (a), an urbanized area means “an incorporated city that
meets either of the following criteria: (1) Has a population of at least 100,000 persons; (2)
Has a population of less than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not more
than two contiguous incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons.”
According to the United States Census Bureau (USCB), the estimated population of Santee
as of July 1, 2017 was 58,113 persons. Furthermore, the estimated population of EI Cajon
asof July 1, 2017 was 103,894 persons (USCB 2019). Therefore, since Santee and El Cajon
are contiguous cities, the project site would be considered as located in an urbanized area
because the combined population exceeds 100,000 persons.

The project site is undeveloped, flat land without any significant visual features. The
proposed project would develop a wetlands mitigation area. No vertical structures are
proposed. Finally, a grading permit and implementation of a wetland mitigation area would
not conflict with applicable zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality. Impacts
would be less than ggnificant.

d) Would the projectreate a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect dayor nighttime views in the area?

No significant light sources are proposed on the project site; thus, implementation of the
proposed project would not introduce new sources of light and glare. Consequently,
lighting would not adversely affect day or nighttime views, and the proposed project would
have no impact
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3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

II. AGRICULTUREND FORESTRESOURCHSIN determining whether impacts to agricultural resources §
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may reféotnithadtaiultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional mo
assessing impacts on agriculture and famdatetrmining whether impaftteetst resources;lirding timberlan
aresignificant environmental effects, lead agayciefer to information compiled ®glifioenia Department of
Forestryand Frer ot ect i on r e g ar tbiestlgnd tinbledingsthe & drestérsdAssegemenn
Project and the Forest Lefasgssment project; and forest cagamurement methodology provided in For,
Protocols adopted by the CaliforRiesainrces Boavtlould the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmlal
Farmland of Statdevimportance (Farmlan(
as shown on the maps prepared pursuan
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Progrg O O O X
the California Resources Agency,-to non
agricultural use?

b) Corilict with existing zoning for agricultural
or a Williamson Act contract? [ [ [ X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Pub
Resouwes Code section 12220(g)), timberl
(as defined by Public Resources Code sef ] ] ] X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Cq
section 51104(q))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or convers
forest land to nforest use? [ [ [ X

e) Involve other changes in the existing envir
which, due to their location oenatwid resu
in conversion of Farmland, tagcultural us O O O X
or conversion of forest land téonest use?

a) Would the project onvert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, o Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resourcegyéncy, to
non-agricultural use?

The project site is classified as “Other Land” on the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program’s County of San Diego Important Farmland Map 2QCé4lifornia Department of
Conservation 2016). There is no impact to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland).
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b)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

The project site is zoned Park/Open Space (P/OS) and Light Industrial (IL) but the project
area is zoned IL. The project site is not located within a Williamson Act Agricultural
Preserve. No impact would occur.

C) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberlawhed Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code section 51104(g))?

The project site does not contain any forest or timberland as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526 or Government Code Section 51104(g). No impactwould occur.

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to-non

forest use?

The project site does not contain any forest or timberland as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526 or Government Code Section 51104(g). Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No
impact would occur.

€) Would the projectmvolve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result irconversion of Farmland, to noragricultural useor
conversion of forest land to nceforest use?

There are no agricultural or forest land uses on site or near the proposed project. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in the significant conversion of farmland or forest
land to a non-agriculture use. No impact would occur.

3.3 Air Quality
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactth Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

lll. AIR QUALITiYWhere avalble, the significance criteria established by the applicable air qualitydiatitige

air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the proje

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementatien of

applicable air quality plan?

[l

[l

X

[l
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactth Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net ir
of any criteria pollutant for which the projec
is norattainment under an applicalemfexnt [ [ X [
state ambient air quality standard?

¢) [Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? [ [ X [
d) Resultin emissions (such as those leadin(
odor} adverselffecting a substantial numk ] ] X ]
of people?

a) Would the projectconflict with or obstruct implementon of the applicable air
quality plan?

The project site is located within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) monitors and regulates SDAB. SDAPCD’s air
quality plans include the San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), addressing
state requirements, and the San Diego portion of the California State Implementation Plan
(SIP), addressing federal requirements. Both the RAQS and SIP are based on the San Diego
Association of Governments population projections included in local general plans.

The proposed project is the creation of wetlands mitigation area to mitigate impacts of the
Hillside Meadows residential subdivision north of the project site. Construction emissions
would be temporary, as a result of construction equipment and workers at the project site.
These emissions are associated with land development activities including grading and
grading. Operational emissions from occasional maintenance such as occasional biological
monitoring and maintenance in accordance with the recommendations of the Revegetation
Plan would be minor. Impacts would be less than significant

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is on-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?

In analyzing cumulative impacts from the proposed project, the analysis must specifically
evaluate a project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which SDAB
is designated as nonattainment for the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS)
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
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Construction Emissions

Construction emissions would be generated by the construction equipment and workers at
the project site. These emissions are associated with land development activities including
grading and grading and equipment such as bulldozers, tractors/loaders/backhoes,
excavators, and graders.

The proposed project’s emissions associated with construction activities were calculated
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2.
CalEEMod inputs and outputs are included in Appendix A. Table 3.3-1 provides a
summary of the anticipated daily construction emissions.

Table 3.31
Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
voc | Na | co | sa [ PMo | PMs
(pounds/day)
2020 8.4 104.36 55.70 0.11 29.30 17.57
Pollutant Threshg 75 250 550 250 100 55
Threshold Exceedd No No No No No No

VOC = volatile organic conthdl = ritrousoxide; CO garbormonoxide; S& sufuricoxide PMo = particulate atter (less than 10
micronsPM s=particulatematter (less than 2.5 microns)

As shown in Table 3.3-1, all criteria pollutant emissions associated with construction
would be below the screening-level thresholds. With the implementation of City of Santee
grading permit requirements, maximum daily construction emissions from the proposed
project would be below the screening-level thresholds for criteria pollutants, and impacts
would be less than significant

Operational Emissions

Once constructed, the wetlands habitat area would require occasional biological monitoring
and maintenance in accordance with the recommendations of the Revegetation Plan. These
activities would be limited and would not generate significant source of air quality emissions.
Impacts would be less than significant

Cumulative Emissions

As to cumulative impacts, if the proposed project does not exceed thresholds and is
determined to have less than significant project-specific impacts, it may still contribute to
a significant cumulative impact on air quality if the emissions from the proposed project
components, in combination with the emissions from other proposed or reasonably
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foreseeable future projects, are in excess of established thresholds. However, the proposed
project would only be considered to have a significant cumulative impact if its contribution
accounts for a significant proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents a
“cumulatively considerable contribution” to the cumulative air quality impact). SDAB is
designated as an attainment area for the 1997 8-hour ozone (Os) NAAQS and as a
nonattainment area for the 2008 8-hour O3 NAAQS. SDAB is designated as a
nonattainment area for Os, particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or
equal to 10 microns (PM1o), and particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than
or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2s) CAAQS.

Os is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides react in the
presence of sunlight. VOC sources include solvents, petroleum processing and storage,
pesticides, and any source that burns fuels, such as gasoline, natural gas, wood and oil.
Sources of PM1o and PMzs in both urban and rural areas include motor vehicles, wood
burning stoves and fireplaces, dust from construction, landfills, agriculture, wildfires,
brush/waste burning, industrial sources, and windblown dust from open lands.

SDAPCD RAQS, mentioned previously, serve as the long-term regional air quality-planning
document for the purpose of assessing cumulative operational emissions within SDAB to
ensure SDAB continues to make progress toward NAAQS and CAAQS attainment status.
Projects in the region have the potential to result in impacts to air quality if, in combination
or cumulatively, they would conflict with or obstruct with implementation of the RAQS.
Regarding long-term cumulative operational emissions in relation to consistency with local
air quality plans, the SIP and RAQS serve as the primary air quality planning documents for
the state and SDAB, respectively. The SIP and RAQS rely on San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) growth projections based on population, vehicle trends, and land
use plans developed by the cities and by the County of San Diego as part of the development
of their general plans. Therefore, projects that involve development that is consistent with
the growth anticipated by local plans would be consistent with the SIP and RAQS and would
not be considered to result in cumulatively considerable impacts from operational emissions.
As the proposed project’s operational emissions, occasional biological monitoring and
maintenance activities in accordance with the recommendations of the Revegetation Plan
would be limited and would not generate significant source of air quality emissions. The
proposed project would not conflict with or exceed SANDAG growth projections; therefore,
the proposed project would be consistent at a regional level with the underlying growth
forecasts in the SIP and RAQS (see Appendix A).

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the proposed project region is in nonattainment
under applicable the NAAQS or CAAQS. Impacts would be less than significant
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C) Would the projecexpose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed project site include ballfields
approximately 150 feet to the east of the project site. Additionally, the proposed project
would not contain on-site residential receptors. No stationary source of pollutant emissions
would be proposed by project operations. However, these emissions would not reach a level
of significance (see Table 3.3-1), are temporary, and would not generate an ongoing,
substantial source of emissions that could adversely affect surrounding sensitive receptors.

Toxic air contaminant emissions, or TACs, are also a potential source of contaminants
that can affect sensitive receptors. The most common TAC as it relates to grading and
construction is diesel particulate matter (DPM) from equipment and heavy-duty trucks.
Diesel engines used during construction can emit a complex mixture of air pollutants,
including both gaseous and solid material. The solid material in diesel exhaust is known
as DPM. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has identified DPM as a TAC
based on published evidence of a relationship between diesel exhaust exposure and lung
cancer and other adverse health effects (CARB n.d.).

The proposed project would comply with the City of Santee grading permit requirements,
outlined previously, which require construction operations to include standard measures
and BMPs related to construction emissions. As shown in Table 3.3-1, maximum daily
particulate matter (i.e., PMio or PM2s) emissions generated by construction equipment
operation and haul-truck trips during construction (exhaust particulate matter, or DPM),
combined with fugitive dust generated by equipment operation and vehicle travel, would
be below the SDAPCD significance thresholds. Moreover, total construction of the
proposed project would last approximately 3 months, after which project-related TAC
emissions would cease. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a long-term source
of TAC emissions. No residual TAC emissions and corresponding cancer risk are
anticipated after construction, and no long-term sources of TAC emissions are anticipated
during operation of the proposed project. Therefore, the exposure of project-related TAC
emission impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant

Additionally, CARB has published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Health PerspectivéCARB 2005), which identifies certain types of facilities or sources
that may emit substantial quantities of TACs and therefore could conflict with sensitive
land uses, such as “schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers,
nursing homes, hospitals, and residential communities.” The Air Quality and Land Use
Handbookis a guide for siting of new sensitive land uses, but it does not mandate specific
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separation distances to avoid potential health impacts. The enumerated facilities or sources
include the following:

High-traffic freeways and roads

Distribution centers

Rail yards

Ports

Refineries

Chrome plating facilities

= =/ =/ A2 A A

Dry cleaners

9 Large gas dispensing facilities.

CARB recommends that sensitive receptors not be located downwind or in proximity to
such sources to avoid potential health hazards. The project site is located in a residential
land use and would not include any of the land uses listed above, nor would it expose
visitors, residents, and employees of the proposed project to TAC emissions from these
sources. Impacts would be less than significant

Health Impacts of Carbon Monoxide

Exposure to high concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) can result in dizziness, fatigue,
chest pain, headaches, and impairment of central nervous system functions. Mobile-source
impacts, including those related to CO, occur essentially on two scales of motion.
Regionally, project-related construction travel would add to regional trip generation and
increase the vehicle miles traveled within the local airshed and SDAB. Locally,
construction traffic would be added to the roadway system in the vicinity of the project
site. Although SDAB is currently an attainment area for CO, there is a potential for the
formation of microscale CO “hotspots” to occur immediately around points of congested
traffic. Hotspots can form if such traffic occurs during periods of poor atmospheric
ventilation, is composed of a large number of vehicles cold-started and operating at
pollution-inefficient speeds, and/or is operating on roadways already crowded with non-
project traffic. Because of continued improvement in vehicular emissions at a rate faster
than the rate of vehicle growth and/or congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in SDAB
is steadily decreasing.

As shown in Table 3.3-1, the proposed project would not result in the release of substantial
pollutant concentrations and be compliant with existing rules, and implementation of
standard dust and pollution control measures would further reduce any potential for the
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release of substantial pollutant concentrations and TACs during project construction and
operation. Impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations would be less than significant

d) Would the projectresult in other emissions (such as thotsading toodorsadversely
affecting a substantial number of peopl

Odors produced during construction would be attributable to concentrations of unburned
hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction equipment. Such odors are temporary and
generally occur at magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people. Odors
are highest near the source and would quickly dissipate; furthermore, any odors associated
with construction activities would be temporary and would cease upon project completion.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to result in other emissions, such as those
leading to odors, adversely affecting a substantial number of people. Impacts would be less
than significant.

3.4 Biological Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE®uI the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either ©
or through habitat modifications, on any sf
identied as a candidate, sensitive, or speg
status species in local or regional plans, p [ X [ [
or regulations, or by the California Departr
Fish and GaneeU.S. Fish and Wildlife Sery

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any |
habitat or other sensitive natural communi
identified in local or regional plans, policie] ] X ] L]
regulations, or by the California Departme
Fish and Ganor U.S. Fish and Wildlife &

¢) Have a substantial adverse effaetatenor
federally protected wetlands (including, b
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, et( ] ] X ]
through direct removal dfilhgdrological
interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement |
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
or with established natdsident or migratory, ] X ] ]
wildlife corridors, or impede the natvef
wildlife nursery sites?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinanc
protecting biological resourcels,asua tree ] ] X ]
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved loce [ [ X [
regional, or statebltat conservation plan?

a) Would the projecthave a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species idensgfil as a candidate, sensitive, or spesialtus species
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game oJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Plant and wildlife species encountered during the field investigation were identified and
recorded directly into a field notebook. A focused survey for California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica was conducted in 2018 to provide current information on the
species within the wetland mitigation area (2019 Biological Resource Memo, prepared by
Dudek). A coastal California gnatcatcher-permitted biologist conducted three focused
surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) within
suitable habitat between October 26, 2018, and November 9, 2018. The focused survey
for California gnatcatcher indicated that no gnatcatchers are present within the wetland
mitigation area.

Table 3.4-1 shows direct impacts the proposed project would have on vegetation
communities and land cover types. Figure 3 depicts the existing vegetation.

Table 3.41
Vegetation Communities Within the Wetland Mitigation and Channel Area

General Vegetation Wetland Area Drainage
Community/Land Cove General Vegetation Type Existing Channels for the|
Category (Holland/Oberbauer Code) Acreage Mitigation Area
Disturbed and Developq Disturbed Habitat (11300) 0.37 0.12
Areas (10000) Ruderal (N/A) 0.96 0.06
Disturbed and Developed Areas 1.33 0.18
Scrub and Chaparral Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (disturbed) (3250 013
(30000) Diegan Coastal Sage ScBdzcharis dominated 0.01 0.01
Broom Baccharis) (32530)
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Table 3.41

Vegetation Communities Within the Wetland Mitigation and Channel Area

General Vegetation Wetland Areal Drainage
Community/Land Cove General Vegetation Type Existing Channels for the|
Category (Holland/Oberbauer Code) Acreage Mitigation Area
Diegan Coastal Sage SeBdrcharis dominated 0.40
Broom Baccharis) (disturbed) (32530)
Scrub and Chaparral T 0.54 0.01
Grasslands, Vernal Poq Nonnative Grassland (or Annual Grassland) (4 0.99 1.47
Meadows, and Other He
Communities (40000)
Grasslands, Vernal Pools, Meadows, and Other Herb Comm 0.99 1.47
Riparian and Bottomlan Southern VWil Scrub (63320) 0.06
Habitat (60000) Tamarisk Scrub (63810) 0.07
Not jurisdictional
Riparian and Bottomland Habitat 0.13 0.0
Total 2.99 1.66

1 Totals may not sum due to rounding.

The impacts to disturbed coastal sage scrub and broom baccharis scrub would be
potentially significant. The follow mitigation measure would be required to reduce

impacts to less than significant.

M-BIO-1

All impacts to native habitat (disturbed forms of coastal sage scrub and

baccharis scrub) will be replaced within the mitigation area with the
Revegetation Plan implementation as shown below.

Proposed Impact and Proposed Restoratiofor the Wetland Mitigation Area

Total Impacts Within Proposed Wetland
General Vegetation Type the Proposed Wetlan Mitigaton for Hillside
(Holland/Oberbauer Code) Mitigation Area (Acreg Project (Acres)
Disturbed Habitat (11300) 0.37 0.05
Ruderal (N/A) 0.96 o}
Disturbed and Developed Areas 1.33 0.05
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub o} 0.57
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (disturbed) (32500) 0.13 o}
Diegan Coastal Sage ScBaccharis dominated (or Broo 0.01 o}
Baccharis) (32530)
Diegan Coastal Sage SeBdrcharis dominated (or Broo 0.40 o}
Baccharigllisturbed) (32530)
Scrub and Chaparral T 0.54 0.57
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Proposed Impact and Proposed Restoratiofor the Wetland Mitigation Area

General Vegetation Type
(Holland/Oberbauer Code)

Total Impacts Within
the Proposed Wetlan
Mitigation Area (Acreg

Proposed Wetland
Mitigaton for Hillside
Project (Acres)

Nonnative Grassland (or Annual Grassland) (42200) 0.99 o}
Wd meadow o} 0.77
Grasslands, Vernal Pools, Meadows, and Ot 0.99 0.77

Communities To

Southern Willow Scrub (63320) not jurisdictional 0.06 o}
Southern Willow Scjuisdictional o} 1.41

Tamarisk Scrub (63810) not jurisdictional 0.07 o}
Freshwir Marsh, jurisdictional o} 0.18
Riparian and Bottomland Habitat 0.13 1.41
Total 2.99 2.99
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With implementation of the Revegetation Plan, there will be restoration of the existing
disturbed communities to non-disturbed native coastal sage scrub within the boundaries of
the mitigation area. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant

Implementation of the proposed project would have the potential to indirectly impact
surrounding plant communities and species identified in Table 3.4-1 during
construction due to noise and other construction-related activities. Indirect impacts
would be potentially significant.

M-BIO-2

DUDEK

To avoid impacts to nesting migratory birds and raptors and other nesting
birds, which are a sensitive biological resources pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the California
Fish and Game Code, breeding season avoidance shall be implemented and
included on all construction plans.

To the extent feasible, there shall be no brushing, clearing and/or grading
allowed during the breeding season of migratory birds or raptors (between
January 15 and September 15) or coastal California gnatcatcher (between
February 15 and August 15). If vegetation is to be cleared during the nesting
season, all suitable habitat shall be thoroughly surveyed for the presence of
nesting birds by the qualified biologist no earlier than 72 hours prior to clearing.
The survey results shall be submitted to the City of Santee Director of
Development Services. If any active nests are detected, the area shall be flagged
and mapped on the construction plans along with an initial 300-foot buffer for
coastal California gnatcatcher and up to a 500-foot maximum buffer for
raptors. The nests shall be avoided until the nesting cycle is complete or it is
determined that the nest has failed. The final appropriate buffer distance, as
well as cycle completion or nest failure, shall be determined by an approved
biologist. Factors used to determine and guide the appropriate buffer distance
shall include individual pair behavior responses, amount of buffering
topography, proximity to existing disturbance, and ambient noise levels. In
addition, an approved biologist shall be present on the project site to monitor
the vegetation removal to ensure that nests not detected during the initial survey
are not disturbed (see Mitigation Measure BIO-3). If the monitoring biologist
determines that the nesting activities are being substantially disrupted by
adjacent construction activity, the City of Santee shall be notified and measures
to avoid or minimize such impacts shall be developed. Such measures might
include installation of noise barriers, increased buffering, stopping construction
in the area, or other measures, as developed.
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M-BIO-3 Prior to vegetation clearing, grubbing, and/or grading, a qualified biologist
shall supervise the placement of temporary construction fencing at the limits
of disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats. The biologist shall
attend the pre-construction meeting, educate workers about the need to
avoid impacts outside the approved development area, shall be present
during pre-construction activities such as clearing and grubbing, and shall
notify the City if any such encroachment occurs.

With implementation of M-B10-2 and M-BI10-3, potentially significant indirect impacts to
the surrounding native habitat areas would be reduced to less than significant

b) Would the projecthave a substandél adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

See above discussion. Impacts would be potentially significant. With implementation of
M-BI0O-1, potentially significant impacts to any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be reduced to less
than significant.

C) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect state orfederally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.ptlyh direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

An evaluation of jurisdictional resources was conducted within the proposed mitigation
site. This evaluation of aquatic resources was accomplished by focusing on the
identification of a bed and bank, and evidence of an ordinary high water mark within the
southern willow scrub and tamarisk scrub mapped on site. There was no discernible
channel morphology within the project site that would indicate that either area was part of
a regulated stream channel or jurisdictional area. The landscape position was flat and
otherwise disturbed. Since there were no signs of an ordinary high water mark, no bed and
bank, and no signs of surface hydrology, these areas are assumed to be non-jurisdictional.

There are impacts to non-jurisdictional willows and tamarisk; however, this area would be
replaced with jurisdictional southern willow scrub and freshwater marsh. There are no
impacts of the proposed wetland mitigation area to jurisdictional wetland resources;
therefore, no permits are required. Impacts to wetlands would be less than significant.
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d)

f)

Would the projectinterfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native residenmigratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use ofative wildlife nursery sites?

Native resident and migratory fish may be present within the San Diego River adjacent to
the project site. Improvements would not encroach into the San Diego River or riparian
vegetation. No modifications to the river that could affect the movement of native resident
or migratory fish are proposed.

The San Diego River and associated riparian vegetation also serves as a movement corridor
for terrestrial animals moving through the otherwise highly developed EI Cajon Valley by
providing an unlit path with relatively few human disturbances after dark. The proposed project
would not remove any of this riparian vegetation. Grading activities would have the potential
to temporarily impact migrating birds. This would be a potentially significant impact.

With implementation of M-BIO-2, potentially significant impacts to migrating birds would
be reduced to less than significant

Would the projectconflict with any local policies orordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The proposed project would comply with all applicable ordinances and permits of the City
of Santee, including the City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance (Ordinance 421 Section 2 (part),
2002). Impacts would be less than significant

Would the projectonflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, tates
habitat conservatiorplan?

The City of Santee is within the boundaries of the 1998 San Diego Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Plan. The City is in the process of developing an MSCP
Subarea Plan and is not currently covered under existing federal or state permits for a
habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation Plan, or other conservation
plan. The San Diego River corridor is intended to be preserved in open space for resource
protection and management in perpetuity. The development of the proposed project would
not prejudice the ability of the City to adopt an MSCP Subarea Plan with this goal in mind.
Impacts would be less than significant
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3.5 Cultural Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCHK%®ould the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in t
significance of a historical respurseant ti ] ] X ]
815064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in thg
significance of an archaeological resource ] X ] ]
pursuant t815064.5?
¢) Disturb any human remains, including tho:
interred dside ofledicatedemeteries? [ X [ [

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resourcepursuant to§15064.5?

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 defines a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings.” A records search of the project site and projecting
out a 1-mile radius was performed. No previously recorded historical resources were
identified within the project site as a result of the records search (Dudek 2017). The project
site is vacant; therefore, no historical resources would be demolished, destroyed, relocated,
or altered as a result of the proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant

b) Would the projectcause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant ®15064.5?

No previously recorded archaeological resources were identified within the project site as
a result of the records search. The Santee General Plan identifies areas with Moderate
Potential for Register Eligible Archaeological and Buried Archaeological Sites (City of
Santee 2003, Figure 6-2). The project site is identified on Figure 6-2 (City of Santee 2003)
to have moderate potential for buried archeological sites.

The potential exists for unknown archaeological resources to be inadvertently unearthed
during earth-moving activities associated with construction of the proposed project. Such
impacts would be potentially significant.

To reduce potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources, the following
mitigation measures are recommended:
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M-CUL-1

M-CUL-2

M-CUL-3

DUDEK

Archaeological Monitoring. A qualified archaeologist who meets or
exceeds the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for
archaeology shall be present during ground-disturbing activity for project
construction, including but not limited to site clearing, grubbing, trenching,
and excavation, for the duration of the proposed project or until the qualified
archaeologist determines monitoring is no longer necessary. The
archaeological monitor shall prepare daily logs and submit weekly updates
to the Project Planner at the City of Santee regarding the activities observed.

At the completion of monitoring, the qualified archaeologist shall prepare a
Cultural Resources Monitoring Report to document the findings during the
monitoring effort for the proposed project. The report shall include the
monitoring logs completed for the proposed project and shall document any
discoveries made during monitoring. The report shall also include the
monitoring logs prepared by the Native American monitor for the proposed
project. The Cultural Resources Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the
City of Santee and the South Coastal Information Center.

Native American Construction Monitoring. A minimum of one Native
American monitor shall be present during ground-disturbing activity for
project construction, including but not limited to site clearing, grubbing,
trenching, and excavation, for the duration of the proposed project or until
the qualified archaeologist determines monitoring is no longer necessary.
The Native American monitors shall be of Kumeyaay descent. The Native
American monitors shall prepare daily logs and submit weekly updates to
the qualified archaeologist and the Project Planner at the City of Santee.

Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resoures In the event that
archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during
construction activities for the proposed project, all construction work
occurring within 100 feet of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Quialification Standards, can evaluate the significance of the find and
determine whether or not additional study is warranted. Depending upon the
significance of the find under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (14 California Code of Regulations 15064.5(f); California Public
Resources Code Section 21082), the archaeologist may simply record the
find and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves significant under
CEQA, additional work, such as preparation of an archaeological treatment
plan, testing, or data recovery may be warranted.
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With implementation of M-CUL-1, M-CUL-2, and M-CUL-3, potentially significant
impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced to less than gjnificant.

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries?

No prehistoric or historic burials were identified within the project site as a result of the
records search. However, the possibility of encountering human remains within the project
site exists. The discovery of human remains would require handling in accordance with
California Public Resources Code 5097.98, which states that in the event that human
remains are discovered during construction, construction activity shall be halted and the
area shall be protected until consultation and treatment can occur as prescribed by law. In
the unexpected event that human remains are unearthed during construction activities,
impacts would be potentially significant.

To reduce potentially significant impacts to human remains, the following mitigation
measures are recommended:

M-CUL-4  Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains In accordance with Section
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are
found, the County Coroner shall be immediately notified of the discovery.
No further excavation or disturbance of the project site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur until the
County Coroner has determined, within two working days of notification of
the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human
remains. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are
believed to be, Native American, he or she shall notify the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento within 24 hours. In
accordance with California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, the
NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be the most
likely descendant from the deceased Native American. The most likely
descendant shall complete their inspection within 48 hours of being granted
access to the site. The designated Native American representative would
then determine, in consultation with the property owner, the disposition of
the human remains.

With implementation of M-CUL-4, potentially significant impacts to human remains
would be reduced to less than significant.
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3.6 Energy
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Signifiant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
V. Energyi Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environm
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy L] ] X ]
resources, during project construction of
operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plg
renewable energy or energy efficiency? [ [ X [

a) Would the project resultn potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

The proposed project would create a wetlands habitat and would require energy usage
during the approximately 3-month construction schedule. Construction activities would
comply with all regulations.

The electricity and natural gas used for construction of the proposed project would be
temporary. Although the proposed project would see an increase in petroleum use during
construction, there would be no long-term energy impacts resulting from the proposed
project. The following discusses in detail the energy impacts of the proposed project.

Construction
Electricity

Temporary electric power for as-necessary lighting and electronic equipment such as
computers inside temporary construction trailers would be provided by San Diego Gas &
Electric (SDG&E). The electricity used for such activities would be temporary and would
be substantially less than that required for project operation and would have a negligible
contribution to the proposed project’s overall energy consumption.

Natural Gas
Natural gas is not anticipated to be required during construction of the proposed project.

Fuels used for construction would primarily consist of diesel and gasoline, which are
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discussed below under the “petroleum” subsection. Any minor amounts of natural gas that
may be consumed as a result of project construction would be substantially less than that
required for project operation and would have a negligible contribution to the proposed
project’s overall energy consumption.

Petroleum

Heavy-duty construction equipment associated with construction activities for construction
would rely on diesel fuel, as would haul trucks involved in delivery of materials to the
project site. Construction workers would travel to and from the project site throughout the
duration of construction. It is assumed in this analysis that construction workers would
travel to and from the site in gasoline-powered light-duty vehicles.

Heavy-duty construction equipment of various types would be used during each phase of
project construction. Appendix A lists the assumed equipment usage for each phase of
construction. The proposed project’s construction equipment is estimated to operate a total
combined 10,140 hours.

Fuel consumption from construction equipment was estimated by converting the total
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from each construction phase to gallons using the
conversion factors for COz to gallons of gasoline or diesel. Construction is estimated to
occur in 2020 based on the construction phasing schedule. The conversion factor for
gasoline is 8.78 kilograms per metric ton CO2 per gallon, and the conversion factor for
diesel is 10.21 kilograms per metric ton CO2 per gallon (The Climate Registry 2018). The
estimated diesel fuel usage from construction equipment is shown in Table 3.6-1.

Table 3.61
Construction Equipment Diesel Demand

Pieces of Equipment CO
Phase Equipment (MT) kg/CQ/Gallon Gallons
Site Preparation 7 111.05 10.21 10,876.42
Grading 6 86.59 10.21 8,480.65
Paving 8 54.35 10.21 5,322.97
Total 24,680.03

SourcesPieces of equipment and equipmeii@ndi®); kg/Ce&Gallon (The Climate Redifit§.
Notes:CO = carbon dioxide; MT = metric ton; kg = kilogram.

Fuel consumption from worker and haul truck trips are estimated by converting the total
CO2 emissions from each construction phase to gallons using the conversion factors for
CO:2 to gallons of gasoline or diesel. Worker vehicles are assumed to be gasoline and
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hauling vehicles are assumed to be diesel. Calculations for total worker and haul truck fuel
consumption are provided in Tables 3.6-2 and 3.6-3.

Table 3.6-2
Construction Worker Gasoline Demand

Vehicle kg/CQY
Phase Trips MT CQ@ Gallon Gallons
Site Preparation 1,170 4.38 8.78 498.71
Grading 975 3.65 8.78 415.59
Paving 1,300 4.87 8.78 554.12
Total 1,468.43
SourcesTripsandvehicleCG (Appendi®); kg/C@Gallon (The Climate Registg).201
Noes:MT = metric ton; SOcarbon dioxide; kg = kilogram.
Table 3.6-3
Construction Haul Truck Diesel Demand
Vehicle
Phase Trips MT CQ kg/CQ/Gallon Gallons
Site Preparation 0 0.00 10.21 0.00
Grading 11,000 60.27 10.21 5,903.16
Paving 0 0.00 10.21 0.
Total 5,903.16

SourcesTripsandvehicleCQ (Appendix-B; kg/C@Gallon (The Climate Regist8).201
Notes:MT = metric ton; SOcarbon dioxide; kg = kilogram.

In summary, construction of the proposed project is conservatively anticipated to
consume 1,468 gallons of gasoline and 30,583 gallons of diesel, which would last
approximately 3 months. By comparison, California’s consumption of petroleum is
approximately 74.8 million gallons per day. Based on these assumptions, approximately
4.9 billion gallons of petroleum would be consumed in California over the course of
the construction period (EIA 2017). Within San Diego County, approximately 287
million gallons of petroleum would be consumed over the course of the construction
period (CARB 2019). Therefore, impacts associated during construction would be less
than significant.

Operation

Once constructed, the wetlands habitat area would require occasional biological
monitoring and maintenance in accordance with the recommendations of the Revegetation
Plan. These activities would be limited and would generate minimal energy usage.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant
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b) Would the projectonflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?
The proposed project would create a wetlands habitat as mitigation for the Hillside
Meadows residential subdivision project north of the project site. Once completed, there
would only be occasional energy usage due to operational activities such as biological
monitoring and occasional maintenance activities. Thus, the proposed project would not
conflict or obstruct with a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The
impact would be less than significant
3.7 Geology and Soils
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Signifcant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
VI. GEOLOGY AND SQilM3ould the project:
a) Directly or indirectly capitential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk ofjlmgs,
or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
delineated on the most recent Aqgoist
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued |
State Geologist for the area or based ] ] X ]
other substantial evidence of a known
Refer t@ivision of Mines and Geology
Srecial Publication 42.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] [] X
iii) Seismicelated ground failure, including
liqudaction? [ [ [ X
iv) Landslides? ] O] X L]
b) Result in substantial soil erasidhe loss
of topsoil? [ [ X [
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable &
result of the project, and potentially result ] ] X ]
or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined i
181-B of the Uniform Building Gudating
substamldirect or indirecks to life or [ [ X [
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately suppo
use of septic tanks or alternativewatste
disposal systems where seaversot availabl [ O O X
for the disposal of wasater?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Signifcant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique X ] ] L]
geologic feature?

a) Would the projectdirectly or indirectly causepotential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated tthre most recent Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

The proposed project would not introduce new structures or residents into the project area
and; therefore, would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involving fault
rupture areas. Impacts would be less than significant

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

The proposed project would not introduce new structures or residents into the project area
and; therefore, would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involving
seismic ground shaking. Impacts would be less than significant

i) Seismierelatedground failure, including liquefaction?

The proposed project would not introduce new structures or residents into the project area and;
therefore, would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involving seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction. Impacts would be less than significant

iv) Landslides?

The proposed project would not introduce new structures or residents into the project area
and; therefore, would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involving
landslides. Impacts would be less than significant

b) Would the projectresult in substantial soil erosion or the loss of top80

Prior to project-related construction, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
would be prepared in accordance with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
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Order No. 99-08-DWQ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Permit No. CAS00002 (Construction General Permit) and the modifications to the
Construction General Permit Order No. 2001-046, adopted by the SWRCB. For coverage
by the Construction General Permit, the applicant is required to submit to the SWRCB a
Notice of Intent and develop a SWPPP describing BMPs to be used during and after
construction. The BMPs would provide erosion and sedimentation control through
measures such as silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel bags, temporary desilting basins, velocity
check dams, temporary ditches or swales, stormwater inlet protection, and soil stabilization
measures such as erosion control mats, tackifier, hydroseeding and/or vegetation. The
SWPPP would be approved prior to the issuance of a grading permit. Earth-disturbing
activities associated with construction would be temporary, and with compliance with the
General Construction Permit and BMPs outlined in the SWPPP, impacts related to soil
erosion and the loss of topsoil would be less than significan.

C) Would the projectbe located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and pb&ly result in on or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

The proposed project would not introduce new structures or residents into the project area.
Impacts would be less than significant

d) Would the project b located on expansive soil, as defined in Tablel1B of the Uniform
Building Code creating substantiatlirect or indirectrisks to life or property?

The proposed project would not introduce new structures or residents into the project area
and; therefore, would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects involving
expansive soil. Impacts would be less than significant

e) Would the projechave soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater diposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastevater?

The proposed project does not require the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. No impact would occur.

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paletwological resource or ise or unique
geologic feature?

The project site is located within the northern Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province,
which extends from the tip of the Baja California to the Transverse Ranges (the San Gabriel
and San Bernardino Mountains) in the north and includes the Los Angeles Basin, offshore
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islands (Santa Catalina, Santa Barbara, San Nicholas, and San Clemente), and continental
shelf. The eastern boundary is the Colorado Desert Geomorphic Province (California
Geological Survey 2002; Morton and Miller 2006).

According to the paleontological records search at the San Diego Natural History Museum
(SDNHM) (McComas 2019) and surficial geological mapping of Todd et al. (2004) at a
scale of 1:100,000, the project site is chiefly underlain by the early Cretaceous (~ 145 —
100 million years ago) Santiago Peak Volcanics geological unit. This unit is comprised of
unmetamorphosed to slightly metamorphosed igneous rocks and metasedimentary rocks
(Todd et al. 2004; McComas 2019). The eastern and north easternmost areas of the project
site are underlain by Holocene (< 11,700 years ago) young alluvium (Todd 2004,
McComas 2019). Young alluvial deposits are nonmarine and generally consist of poorly
sorted, loose to moderately indurated clays, silts, sands, and gravels.

The SDNHM reported no fossil localities from the young alluvial flood plain deposits
within the 1-mile buffer, and in general, these deposits are too young to contain
paleontological resources. As such, young alluvial flood plain deposits are assigned low
paleontological sensitivity per the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) guidelines
(SVP 2010) and the paleontological records search (McComas 2019). Similarly, the
SDNHM reported no fossil localities from the Santiago Peak Volcanics geological unit
within the project site or the one-mile radius buffer; however, this unit has yielded fossils
including petrified wood from volcanic breccias and fossil microfossils and
macroinvertebrates from metasedimentary portions of the unit (McComas 2019). Given the
lack of fossil localities nearby and the low likelihood of fossil recovery, the SDNHM
assigned the Santiago Peak Volcanics low sensitivity within the project site and did not
recommend paleontological mitigation for the proposed project.

No paleontological resources were identified within the project area as a result of the
institutional records search and desktop geological and paleontological review. Furthermore,
the project site is located within an area that contains geological units of low paleontological
sensitivity and is not anticipated to be underlain by unique geological features.

As is the case with most other development projects that involve earthwork activity, there is
always a possibility that subsurface construction activity could unearth a potentially
significant paleontological resource. In the event that intact paleontological resources are
inadvertently uncovered during project excavations, there is the potential to destroy a
unique paleontological resource or site and impacts would be potentially significant.

M-GEO-1  Paleontological Mitigation Program Prior to commencement of any grading
activity on site, the applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist, subject to

10751

D U D E I( 43 September 2020



Hillside Meadows Wetlands Mitigation Area Project

the review and approval of the City. The qualified paleontologist shall attend
the pre-construction meeting and be on site during all rough grading and other
significant ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed Topanga
Formation (or other deposits of moderate to high sensitivity, such as older,
Pleistocene age alluvium, if encountered). In the event that paleontological
resources (e.g., fossils) are unearthed during grading, the paleontology monitor
will temporarily halt and/or divert grading activity to allow recovery of
paleontological resources. The area of discovery will be roped off with a 50-
foot-radius buffer. Once documentation and collection of the find is completed,
the monitor will remove the rope and allow grading to recommence in the area
of the find. The paleontologist shall prepare a Paleontological Resources
Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) for the proposed project. The PRIMP
shall be consistent with the guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology (SVP 2010).

With implementation of M-GEO-1, potentially significant impacts to paleontological
resources would be reduced to less than significant

3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

VIl. GREENHOWBESGAS EMISSION®/ould the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, eith
directly or indirectly, that may have a signi ] ] X ]
impact on the environment?

b) Conflict witn applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of redd
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

L] L] X L]

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indiyedhat may have a
significant impact on the environment?

GHG emissions associated with the proposed project’s short-term construction and long-
term operational activities were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 (Appendix A).
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Construction Emissiors

Construction activities would generate GHG emissions associated with off-road equipment
and off-site sources including vendor trucks and worker vehicles. For the purposes of
modeling, it was assumed that construction of project components would begin in April
2020 and last approximately 3 months. It was assumed that mass grading of 55,000 cubic
yards of cut and fill would be balanced on site.

Per the South Coast Air Quality Management District guidance, construction emissions
should be amortized over the operational life of the proposed project, which is assumed to
be 30 years (SCAQMD 2008). This analysis, therefore, adds amortized construction
emissions to the estimated annual operational emissions.

Table 3.7-1 shows the total estimated GHG emissions from construction of the
proposed project.

Table 3.7-1
Estimated Maximum Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
cQ CH N:O CQe
2020 325.15 0.09 0.00 327.43
Total(MT) 325.15 0.09 0.00 327.43

CGQ =carbon dioxip@H =methang\:O =nitrous ox&lCQe=carbon dioxide equivalliit = metric tons

As shown in Table 3.7-1, construction of the proposed project would generate approximately
327.43 MT COze.

Operational Emissions

Once constructed, the wetlands habitat area would require occasional biological monitoring
and maintenance in accordance with the recommendations of the Revegetation Plan. These
activities would be limited and would not generate significant source of GHG emissions.
Amortizing the construction emissions over 30 years would result in annual operational
emissions of 10.9 MT/CO2e per year. Impacts would be less than significant

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The City of Santee’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) was adopted on January 8, 2020. The
proposed project would not change the underlying land uses assumed therein and, therefore,
would not be inconsistent with the City’s CAP nor interfere with the City’s achievement of the
requirements therein. As described above, construction emissions are calculated to be 327.43
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3.9

MT COze, which equates to annual emissions of approximately 10.9 MT/COze when
amortized over 30 years. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant

Once construction is complete, there is no operational phase of the proposed project, and
none of the measures in the CAP would be applicable.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact Wh

Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThan
Significant
Impact

No Impact

IX HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERW¥Ed the project:

a)

Create a significant hazard to the public ol
environment through the routine transport,
disposal of hazardous materials?

O

O

X

O

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or
environment through reasonably foreseeal;
and accident conditions involving the releas
hazardous materials into the environment?

[l

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazal
or acutely hazardous materials, substance
waste within cgearter mile afl axisting or
proposed school?

d)

Be located on a site that is included on a |
hazardous materials sites compiled pursui
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, &
result, would it create a significant hazard
public or thexeironment?

For a project located within an airport land
plan or, where such a plan has not been g
within two miles of a public airport or publi
airport, woutlle project result in a safety he
or excessive nofee people residimgworking
in the project area?

Impair implementation of or physically inte
with an adopted engency responserpda
emergency evacuation plan?

9

Expose people or strucfeitiser directly or
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a) Would the projectreate a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, origposal of hazardous materials?

No hazardous materials are proposed for use as part of the proposed project. Therefore,
the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts would be
less han significant.

b) Would the projectreate a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

No special-status hazardous materials are proposed for use as part of the proposed project.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment. Impacts would be less than significant

C) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within -g@arter mile of an existing or
proposed schd@

The closest school to the project site is Hill Creek School, located approximately 0.5
miles away. Additionally, no hazardous or acutely hazardous materials are proposed to
be used as part of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not emit
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or proposed school. No impact would occur.

d) Would the projectbe located on a site that is included on a list of hazardanaterials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

As part of the environmental review for the proposed project, a review of hazardous
materials databases, compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (also known
as the Cortese List), was conducted. The following sources were reviewed to determine if
the project site was listed on any of these databases:

9 List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from Department of Toxic
Substances Control EnviroStor database

9 List of Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites by County and Fiscal Year from
Water Board GeoTracker database
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f)

9 List of solid waste disposal sites identified by the State Water Resources Control
Board with waste constituents above hazardous waste levels outside the waste
management unit.

9 List of “active” Cease and Desist Orders and Clean-up and Abatement Orders from
the State Water Resources Control Board

9 List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section
25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code, identified by the Department of Toxic
Substances Control

The results of the database review concluded the project site is not included on any of the
lists of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5.
Therefore, the proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5, nor
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Impacts would be less
than significant.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
In a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

Gillespie Field is located approximately 2 miles southwest of the project site. With respect
to safety hazards, the project site is not located within any Safety Zone as identified by the
Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. The proposed project would not
introduce new structures or residents into the project area. With respect to noise, the project
site is not located within any community noise equivalent level noise corridor of the
Gillespie Field Airport (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2010). Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing
or working in the project area. Impacts would be less than significant

Would the projectimpair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted

emergency response plar emergency evacuation plan?

The proposed project would develop a vacant lot and would not create structural barriers
or reroute traffic and physically interfere with an adopted emergency plan. No impact
would occur.
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0) Would the project expose people or structyresther directly or indirectly,to a
significant risk of loss, inpry or death involving wildland fire8

The proposed project would create a wetlands mitigation area and would not develop any
habitable/combustible structures. No impactwould occur.

3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality
Less Tha
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUAMMDYIId the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or was
discharge requirementstherwise substanti ] ] X ]
degrade surfaoeground water quality

b) Substantiallecreasgroundwater supplies ¢
interfere substantially with groundwater re
such thahe project may impede sustainab) [ L] & [
groundwar management of the basin?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pe
the site or area, including through the alte|
the course of a stream oroiviroghthe
addition of impervious surfatasmanner

which would
(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation {

offsite? [ [ X [
(i) substantially increase the rate ortashour

surface runoff in a manner which would L] L] X L]

in flooding eor ofsite?

(i) create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing
planned stowater drainage systems ] ] X ]
provide substantial additional sources
polluted runof®?

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones,
release of pollutants due to project inunda

€) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of

watequality control plan or sustainable ] ] = ]
groundwater management plan?

O
O
O X
X O
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a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Since the proposed project would disturb one or more acres of soil, the proposed project
would be required to obtain coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (SWRCB 2013). Construction activity
subject to this permit includes clearing, grading, and ground disturbances such as trenching,
stockpiling, or excavation. The Construction General Permit requires implementation of a
SWPPP. Section A of the Construction General Permit describes the elements that must be
included in the SWPPP. The SWPPP would generally include a site map showing the
construction perimeter, proposed buildings, stormwater collection and discharge points,
general pre- and post-construction topography, drainage patterns across the site, and
adjacent roadways.

The SWPPP must also include the following:

1 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan with BMPs designed to protect against erosion
and stormwater runoff;

a chemical monitoring program for “non-visible” pollutants, should the BMPs fail;
a visual monitoring program; and

1 a sediment monitoring plan, should the site discharge directly into a water body
listed on the 303(d) list for sediment.

Incorporation of these policies and the requirements contained within would reduce
impacts to water quality. A project must demonstrate compliance with the NPDES
Construction General Permit prior to issuance of a grading permit. Compliance with the
NPDES permit is required by state law and implementation of the BMPs contained in the
SWPPP would reduce impacts to water quality during construction to less than significant
levels. Overall, impacts associated with water quality or waste discharge requirements would
be less than significant

b) Would theproject substantiallydecreasegroundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such thahe project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basth

The proposed project does not propose to extract groundwater and does not have the potential
to decrease local groundwater supplies; rather, the proposed project would serve as a
wetlands mitigation site which has been specifically sited in an area of permeable soils to
allow for infiltration. The proposed project would not interfere with groundwater recharge
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or impede the sustainable groundwater management of the any groundwater basin, and
impacts would be less than significant

C) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river through the
addition of impervious surfacesn a mannerwhich would:

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation eror off-site?

The site is vacant and improvements to the existing drainage pattern are required to drain
stormwater from the project site. The site generally drains north to south. The overall
drainage patterns are not altered by the proposed project and would not impact downstream
or adjacent properties, and the proposed project would not cause substantial erosion or
siltation of the San Diego River.

The proposed project must comply with applicable permit requirements, including the
requirement that post-development runoff match pre-developed conditions. The BMPs
required as part of the SWPPP would ensure that the proposed project would not result in
substantial erosion during construction of the proposed project, and BMPs required as part
of the operation phase of the proposed project would ensure that the proposed project
would not result in substantial erosion once the proposed project is developed. Finally, the
proposed project would include an open concrete-lined channel to convey runoff into the
mitigation area. The concrete channel would be approximately 765 lineal feet and would
include an inlet structure directing runoff into a 12-inch pipe that would be directionally
bored underground to avoid sensitive habitat. Although the proposed project would be
introducing impervious surfaces, the concrete-lined channel would be designed to improve
drainage patterns on the project site by directing flows into the mitigation area. Therefore,
the addition of impervious surfaces to the project site would not alter existing drainage
patterns in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant

(i)  substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on or off-site?

The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
project site leading to on- or off-site flooding. Impacts would be less than significant
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(i)  create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater draiage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? or

The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant

(iv)  impede or redirect flood flowa

The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
in @ manner that would impede or redirect flood flows because grading would be minor
and no vertical structures would be build that may otherwise alter flood flows. Impacts
would be less than significant

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants
due to projecinundation?

The project site is not located near any coastal areas, which are subject to tsunamis. The
project site is located approximately 15 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and at an
elevation of approximately 360 feet above mean sea level. As such, based on the distance
and elevation from the Pacific Ocean, the risk of a tsunami affecting the project site is low.
A seiche is a standing wave in a completely or partially enclosed body of water that can be
caused by high winds, seismic activity, or changes in atmospheric pressure. The project
site is not located adjacent to any standing bodies of water; therefore, seiche risk is low.
Finally, according to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National
Flood Hazard Layer Maps, the project site is located within a Special Flood Hazard Area
(FEMA 2019). However, the proposed project would serve as a wetlands mitigation site and
would not contain pollutants onsite after project completion. Therefore, the proposed project
would not risk release of pollutants due to project inundation from flooding and impacts
would be less than significant

€) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

As discussed above under threshold (a), the proposed project would be required to obtain
an NPDES Construction General Permit, which also requires implementation of a SWPPP.
The proposed project would comply with the NPDES permit, as required by state law and
implementation of the BMPs contained in the SWPPP would reduce impacts to water
quality during construction to less than significant levels.
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Furthermore, as discussed under threshold (b), the proposed project does not propose to
extract groundwater and; thus, does not have the potential to decrease local groundwater
supplies. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts would
be less than significant.

3.11 Land Use and Planning
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Xl. LAND USE AND PLANNIiIN@ould the project:
a) Physicallyidde an established community? ] ] X ]
b) Cause a significant environmental impact
a conflict widmy land use plan, policy, or
regulation ado);gted for thep purch))se gf avoi O O X O
mitgating an environmental effect?

a) Would the projecphysically dvide an established community?

The project site is a vacant, undeveloped area west of existing ballfields and an industrial
building, south of existing residential development, and north of the San Diego River.
Construction of the proposed project would not divide an established community. Impacts
would be less than significant

b) Would the projectcause a significant environmental impact due &conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The proposed project for a grading permit and implementation of a wetland mitigation area
would not conflict with any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environment effect, and in fact would itself mitigate for the environmental
effects of the Hillside Meadows project in the County of San Diego. Impacts related to plan
consistency would be less than significant
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3.12 Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XlI. MINERAL RESOURGB&ould the project:

a) Resultin the loss diability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to| ] ] X ]
regiorand the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally,
important minerad@arce recovery site
delineated on a local general plancgpaaifi [ [ X [
or other land use plan?

a) Would the projectresult in the loss of availability of a known mineral reso@rc¢hat
would be of value to the regioand the residents of the state?

The Santee General Plan identifies locations of areas designated as Mineral Resource
Zone MRZ-2 within the City. These are primarily along the northern banks of the San
Diego River and on hills underlain by granitic rock. The MRZ-2 designation indicates
that in spite of mineral recovery potential, consideration of economics, land use
compatibility, and environmental protection must be considered. These hills are located
north of the existing development in Carlton Hills, south of Prospect Avenue between
Mesa Road and Fanita Drive, and the north end of Magnolia Avenue. The project site is
not within any of these areas as identified by the Santee General Plan. Impacts would be
less than sigificant.

b) Would the projectesult in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, spegfan, or other land use plan?

As described above, the project site is not within any of the areas identified by the Santee
General Plan. Impacts would be less than significant
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3.13 Noise
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XII. NOISE Would the peajresult in:

a) Generdbn of substantial temporary or
permanent increase in amba@sé levels the
vicinity of the projiecéxcess of standards
established in the local general plan or no X [ [ [
ordinance, or applieadtandards of other
agenciea

b) Generation of excessive groundbornewibr,
groundborne noise levels? O O X O

c) For a project loedtwithithe vicinity of a
private airstripam airport land use plan or]
where such a plan has not been adopted
two miles of a public airport or public use ] ] ] X
airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excesive noise levels?

a) Would the project result in generation @f substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambientnoise levelsn the vicinity of the projecin excess oktandards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Short-term noise impacts would be associated with on-site grading and construction
activities. Construction-related short-term noise levels would be higher than existing
ambient noise levels in the project site, but would be temporary in nature (3 months) and
stop upon completion of construction. The closest residence to the property is located
approximately 100 feet to the north of the proposed project boundary.

The nearby residences in the area may be temporarily affected by construction noise;
however, all construction activities would be performed in accordance with the City of
Santee’s Municipal Code Section 8.12.290, which would reduce potential adverse effects
resulting from construction noise. In accordance with Section 8.12.290 of the Santee
Municipal Code, construction equipment may operate between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to
7:00 p.m. on Mondays through Saturdays. Operation of such equipment is prohibited on
Sundays and designated holidays. Although construction noise would be intermittent and
present only for a limited duration, activities requiring use of construction equipment could
temporarily increase ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site. Such impacts
would be potentially significant.
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To reduce potentially significant construction noise impacts, the following mitigation
measures are recommended:

M-N-1  Construction equipment, including vehicles, generators, and compressors, shall
be maintained in proper operating condition and will be equipped with
manufacturers’ standard noise control devices or better (mufflers, acoustical
lagging, and/or engine enclosures).

M-N-2  Electrical power shall be supplied from commercial power supply, wherever
feasible, in order to avoid or minimize the use of engine-driven generators.

With implementation of M-N-1 and M-N-2, construction noise impacts would be reduced
to less than significant.

Finally, once construction is complete, no additional operational activities are anticipated as
a result of implementation of the proposed project. Impacts are anticipated to be less than
significant regarding a potential permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the proposed project.

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Project construction activities, such as the use of high power or vibratory tools, compactors,
and tracked equipment, have the potential to generate vibration in the immediate vicinity of
the site. However, in general, these construction tools only generate vibration in the
immediate vicinity of 25 feet of the equipment. As the distance from the center of
construction activities to adjacent receivers would be greater than 25 feet, these construction
activities would not generate substantial vibration that would be perceptible to receivers. The
closest residence is located approximately 100 feet to the north, and the most intense grading
activity would occur more than 1,000 feet to the south of the nearest residence. Therefore,
any vibration potentially generated by construction activities is not anticipated to be
perceptible to nearby receivers. Impacts would be less than significant

C) Would the progct be located withithe vicinity of a private airstrip oan airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

No people would reside or work in the project area beyond temporary construction
activities. Further, the project site is 2 miles northeast of Gillespie Field and is not located
within any community noise equivalent level noise corridor of the airport (San Diego
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Regional Airport Authority 2010). The project site is also not within the vicinity of a private
airstrip. Thus, no impactwould occur.

3.14 Population and Housing
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impactth Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XIV POPULATION AND HOUSINGuId the project:
a) Induce substantiablannepopulation growth
an area, either directly (for example, by pro
new homes and busingssemdirectly (for ] ] ] X
example, through extension of roads or oth
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of epéijslg
orhousing, necessitating the construction ] ] ] X
replacement housing elsewhere?

Would the project induce substantiainplanned population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and busingss® indirectly (for

The proposed project is the creation of wetlands habitat and would not induce population

Would the project displace substantial numbers ekisting people or housing,

The project site is currently vacant, and construction would not involve destruction of any
existing homes or structures, or involve displacement of any people necessitating the

a)
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
growth. No impact would occur.
b)
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
construction of replacement housing. No impact would occur.
DUDEK 57
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3.15 Public Services

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Wold the projeasult in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
significargnvironmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or ot}
objectivefor any of the public services:

Fire protection? [] L] X L]
Police ptection? ] L] X L]
Schools? ] L] X L]
Parks? O L] X L]

L] L] X L]

Other public facilities?

a) Would the projectresult in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilitiegeu for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectiveer any of the public servies:

Fire protection?

The proposed project would construct a wetlands mitigation area and would not include any
habitable structures or result in any population growth requiring fire protection. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered fire protection
facilities, and impacts would be less than significant

Police protection?

The proposed project would construct a wetlands mitigation area and would not include any
habitable structures or result in any population growth requiring police protection. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered police
protection facilities, and impacts would be less than significant

Schools?

The proposed project would construct a wetlands mitigation area and would not include any
habitable structures or result in any population growth requiring school services. Therefore,
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the proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered school facilities,
and impacts would be less than significant

Parks?

The proposed project would construct a wetlands mitigation area and would not include any
habitable structures or result in any population growth requiring parks. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered park facilities, and
impacts would be less than significant

Other public facilities?

The proposed project would construct a wetlands mitigation area and would not include any
habitable structures or result in any population growth requiring library services. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered library
facilities, and impacts would be less than significant

3.16 Recreation
Less Than
Signifcant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XM. RECREATION

a) Would the projeatriease the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial ] ] X ]
physical deteriooatiof the facilityould occur {
be accelerated?

b) Does the projectiude recreational facilities
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities whichtrhaye an [ [ X O
adverse physical effect on the environmer

a) Would the projecincrease the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such thasubstantial physical deterioration of the facilitywould
occur or be accelerated?

The proposed project would construct a wetlands mitigation area and would not include any
habitable structures or result in any population growth requiring parks. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered park facilities, and
impacts would be less than significant
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b)

3.17

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

The proposed project would construct a wetlands mitigation area and would not include any
habitable structures or result in any population growth requiring parks. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered park facilities, and
impacts would be less than significant

Transportation

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Signficant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XMI.TRANSPORTATIOM/ould the project:

a) Conflict withprogranplan, ordinance or pol
addressintie circulation systémjuding ] ] X ]
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian fg

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsiste

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdiv ] ] = ]
(b)?

¢) Substantially increase hazduek to a
geometridesign feature (e.g., sharp cun [] [] X []

or dangerous intersections) or incompa;
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

d) Resultininadequate emergency access? ] L] X []

a)

Would the project conflict witha program, plan ordinance or policyaddressingthe
circulation systemincluding transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

The proposed project would result in a short-term increase in traffic due to construction
traffic to the project site; however, any impact would be temporary due to the short duration
of construction (3 months) and the minimal number of construction traffic anticipated
(approximately 53 trips per day). Further, the proposed project does not include any project
elements that could potentially conflict with policies, plans, or programs related to the
circulation system, including public transit, roadway, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.
Impacts would be less than significant.
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b) Would the project conflictor be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

The proposed project would result in a short-term increase in traffic due to construction
traffic to the project site; however, any impact would be temporary due to the short duration
of construction (3 months) and the minimal number of construction traffic anticipated.
Further, once construction was completed, no regular operational traffic would be generated
by the proposed project, other than occasional trips to the project site for monitoring and
maintenance. Therefore, the proposed project would not be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). Impacts would be less thansignificant.

C) Would the project substantially increase hazards due tgeametricdesign feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

The proposed project does not include any project elements that could potentially create a
traffic hazard to the public. As such, the proposed project would not increase hazards due
to design features or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than significant

d) Would the projectesult in inadequate emergency ace@s

Construction activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular traffic would be required to
implement adequate and appropriate measures to facilitate the passage of persons and
vehicles through/around any required road closures. Therefore, impacts relative to
emergency access would be less than significant

3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XVIl.  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cdinedlineBabliceRRdsour
Code action 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined mdterms
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, anc

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the Californiz
Register of Historical Resources, or in a lq
register of historical resourcdefased in X [ [ [
Public Resources Ceglgtion 5020.1(k), or
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

b) A resource determined by the lead agency
discretion and supported by substantial ev
to be significant pursgua criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in X ] ] ]
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code S
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a zahfatine
American tribe?

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Codection 21074 a either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is

a) Listed or eligible for Isting in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Csat#ion
5020.1(ky

To determine the potential extent of Native American resources on or in the immediate
vicinity of the project site, a cultural resources record search has been conducted and was
determined to be negative in the project area. The City conducted AB 52 consultation,
sending out letters to the Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians, the Jamul Indian Village,
and the Barona Band of Mission Indians on November 20, 2019. One Tribe, the Barona
Band of Mission Indians, contacted the City requesting consultation. The City provided
Barona representatives with information regarding the required mitigation measures
identified below, and no further comments or requests for consultation were received.
Therefore, consultation is considered complete per CEQA. Further, a request to the Native
American Heritage Commission for a Sacred Lands File search has been made, and all
Native American tribes known to have occupied or used lands within the project area will
be contacted.

Although the results of the records search determined there were no known resources on
the project site, other off-site records exist. Therefore, in the event any such resources are
discovered requiring recordation during field surveys, an archaeological resources
technical report may be necessary. Impacts would be potentially significant.
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To reduce potentially significant impacts, mitigation measures M-CUL-1, M-CUL-2, M-
CUL-3, and M-CUL-4 are recommended. With implementation of these measures,
potentially significant impacts to listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), would be reduced to less than significant

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth inbslivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American triBe
See above response. The same mitigation measure are recommended. With implementation
of these measures, potentially significant impacts a resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant
to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1would be
reduced to less than significant

3.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XIX..  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTHR8Id the project:
L] L] X L]

a) Require or result inrdlecation @onstruction

of newor expandeslateywasewater treatmer

or storm water drainage, electric power, n;

gas, or telecommunicatiaaities, the [ [ X [

constructioor relocatiasf which could cause

significant environmental effects?
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to s

projecand reasonably foreseeable future

development during normal, dry and multipl [ [ X O

year8
¢) Resuln a determination by the wastewate

treatment provider, which serves or may g

the project that it has adequate capacity tq ] ] X ]

the projectds proje

provider6s existing
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State ol

standards, or in excess of the capacity of |

infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attal O O X O

of solid waste reduction goals?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh LessThan
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

€) Comply with federal, state, and local
management and redudtiatutes and L] ] X ]
regulations related to solid waste?

a) Would the projectequire or result in therelocation orconstruction of newor expanded
water, wastewater treatmenbr storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunicationsfacilities, the constructionor relocation of which could cause
significant envronmental effects?

The proposed project would not permanently increase water or wastewater usage, or require
service from any electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities. The proposed
project would require temporary irrigation for the establishment of the mitigation area.
Further, the proposed conveyance system is for the previously approved Hillside Meadows
project, located north of the project site in the unincorporated County of San Diego. The
proposed project would not result in expanded water, wastewater, or storm drainage systems.
Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in the construction, expansion, or
relocation of any such facilities. The impact would be less than significant

b) Would the project have sufficignwater supplies available to serve the projectd
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

The proposed project would temporarily require water for construction-related activities,
including dust suppression. The proposed project would also require temporary irrigation
for the establishment of the mitigation area. Existing entitlements and resources would be
adequate to support potential needs. During operation, the proposed project would not
require water usage once the habitat is established because the site would function based
off drainage waters from the north. Impacts would be less than significant

C) Would the projectesult in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which
serves or may sere t he project t hat it has adequat
projected demand in additiontothegpovi der 6 s exi sting commit me

The proposed project would not increase wastewater treatment requirements; therefore,
impacts would be less than signifcant.
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d) Would the projecgenerate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess

of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?
Minor amounts of solid waste may be generated during the approximately 3-month
construction schedule as a result of construction-related activity; however, once
construction is complete, no operational generation of solid waste is anticipated. Therefore,
solid waste impacts would be less than significant.

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and locahnagement and reduction

statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
During construction, the proposed project would be required to comply with applicable
federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations regarding the
proper disposal of solid waste, including the City of Santee Municipal Code as it relates to
solid waste and recycling. In addition, the proposed project would also be required to comply
with required solid waste and recycling measures as provided in the California Green
Building Code (24 CCR Part 11). Impacts would be less than significant

3.20 Wildfire

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less han
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XX. Wildfir@ If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard seve
the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergenc
response plan or emergencyatian plan? [ [ [ X
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other fz
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expo
project occupants to, pollutant concentratig O O X O
a wildfire #ine uncontrolled spread of a wildi
¢) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, f
breaks, emergency water sources, power
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk [ O O X
may result in temporary or ongoing impaci
environment?
d) Expose people or structures to significant
includig downslope or downstream floodin
landslides, as a result of runoffineasibpe O O O X
instability, or drainage changes?
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b)

d)

Would the project substantially impair an adoptednergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

The proposed project would develop a wetland restoration area and would not create structural
barriers or reroute traffic, impairing an adopted emergency plan or emergency evacuation plan.
No impactwould occur.

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

The proposed project would develop a wetland restoration area and would not introduce new
structures or residents into the project area. Impacts would be less than significant

Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such
as raads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

The proposed project would create wetlands as mitigation for the Hillside Meadows residential
subdivision north of the project site and would not require the installation or maintenance of
any infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. No impact would occur.

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risksluding downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, ptis¢ slope instability, or
drainage changes?

The proposed project would not introduce new structures or residents into the project area.
No impact would occur.
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3.21 Mandat ory Findings of Significance
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact Wh Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XXl..  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the projeave the potential to
substantiigldegrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the hab)
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wilg
population to drop belowssethining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal X O O O
communitgubstantialilgduce theumber or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered
animal or eliminate important examples of
major periods ofli@ania history or prehistol

b) Does the projértve impacts that are individj
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(ACumul atively cons
incremental effects of a project are conside ] ] X ]
when viewed in connection with the effects
projects, the effects of othemtyrojects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?

¢) Does the projeave environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effec] ] X L] ]
human beings, eithezdliy or indirectly?

a) Does the project have the potential tsubstantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife specEause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below selustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community,substantiallyreduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examplefsthe major periods of
California history or prehistory?

Implementation of the proposed project would not cause any fish or wildlife species to drop
below self-sustaining levels. The proposed project would result in direct impacts to Diegan
Coastal Sage Scrub or Broom Baccharis Scrub, and non-native grassland, which has the
potential to impact sensitive species. Potential indirect impacts could result from interference
with nesting birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Fish and Game Code.
Additionally, development of the project site could result in construction-related indirect
impacts. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant.
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With implementation of mitigation measures identified above, including M-BIO-1, M-BIO-
2, M-BIO-3, M-CUL-1, M-CUL-2, M-CUL-3,M-CUL-4,M-GEO-1, M-N-1,and M-N-2,
all potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ffCumulatively considerbled means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effedf probable future projects)?

Cumulative air quality impacts could occur from a combination of the proposed project’s
emissions with the emissions of other reasonably foreseeable projects and/or regional
emissions. However, as noted in Section 3.3, Air Quality, construction and operation of the
proposed project would result in an increase in PM1o, NOx, and CO, but not to a level above
the SDAPCD’s “trigger levels.” Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the proposed
project region is in nonattainment under applicable NAAQS or CAAQS. Further, all
cumulative project construction activities would be performed in accordance with the City
of Santee’s Municipal Code Section 8.12.290, which would reduce potential adverse
effects resulting from construction noise.

Cumulative projects within the region, such as those identified in the City’s list, would
have the potential to result in impacts to environmental resources. However, cumulative
projects would be required to demonstrate compliance with CEQA and/or the National
Environmental Policy Act prior to project approval and are therefore, not expected to result
in significant cumulative impacts. Although cumulative projects may be under construction
at the same time as the proposed project, as discussed above, the proposed project’s
potential direct and indirect impacts would be reduced to a level below significance through
the implementation of mitigation measures. Additionally, the proposed project was
determined to result in less-than-significant impacts related to aesthetics, agriculture and
forestry resources, air quality, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise,
population/housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems.

As described above, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in any significant impacts,
and any potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a level below significance through
implementation of mitigation measures or compliance with existing regulations. Therefore, the
proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not have the potential to
result in a cumulatively considerable environmental impact
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C) Does the projechave environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

As described previously, the proposed project would not result in any significant and
unmitigable impacts that would result in an adverse effect on human beings, either directly
or indirectly. Impacts would be less than significantwith mitigation.
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